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ABSTRACT * . - , 

A study analyzed the instructional television^ (ITV) 
services provided by public television stations to schools throughout 
the country. It also examined the relationship between the schools 
and the stations, A questionnaire was sent to/ 141 public television' 
stations in November* 1974, which found that most stations provide ' 
instructional programing for grades K-12, (elementary and secondary 
education) v Also, most of the respondents provided additional , 
services besides t he broadcasting of instructional programs, such as 
fcrintred materials, technical consultation, utilization services, and 
technical maintenance. The licensees* relationships with the schools 

.which they serve often reflected the types of stations Which they are 
and their primary sources of funding. Fifty-six percent of the 
licensees did not charge a w per student" rate or failed, to report 
what those rates are. The licensees indicated a '^ide range of 
involvement by^ school personnel in program selection and a 
substantial bu\ somewhat lower involvement in scheduling decisions. 
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x , . FOREWORD 

This [study is an initial effort to describe and analyze* the instruc-^ 
tional television services (ITV) JH^ovided by public .television stations to 
schools throughout the country. It also begins Ao analyze the relationships 

•/ • . • " 1 . 

between the school^ and .the stations. • . • • 

It is hoped that the findings reported herein will assist school ad- 
ministjaters and the management* jpf public television stations in examining 
the types and scope of services which the stati-ons provide to the schools. 

The study was begun in December, 197^ by Natan Katzman *and* Peter Spain 
under the joint auspices of th6 Educative Services Department of the Public 
Broadcasting Services and the Information Systems and Educational Activities 
Offices of* the Corporation For Public B^adcasting. Tfiis final report has - 
been prepared by Dr. Peter J. Wir^ri 



L. INTRODUCTION \t ' 

PURPOSE ' t . 

Since the mid. 1950 • ep, when educational televisi6n first 
went on the air, many stations have been providing instructional services fd 
elementary and secondary ^cftools within their viewing ax"eas-« .Some „ . 

of those services are based upon needs stated by the constituencies 

^ ^ * « 

served. Otfiers are based upon a tradition of offering services such 
as utilization services and printed materials. It has been known for 

some time that the quantity and quality of those^ services vary greatly 

* . • * 

from station to station. 

This study will provide baseline data which will enable Management 

of public television stations^and school administrators (as well as • 

v ■ . > 

other national agencies involved in public television) to examine the. 
instructional services which are provided by public television stations u 
to schqols within tjtieir ^roadcast areas,* -It attempts tp gain or add to 
knowledge already available; on questions such as, "Is theife a relation- 
ship between instructional services offered and the type of public 

* * ■ * 

television station .or its primary source of .funding? 1 "What are the 

specific services oth£» than' broadcasting programs which the stations!* 

provide to the schools?" 

v It is expected that the data gathered through this effort will 
provide a baseline against which to measure changes whicl* migtit^take 
plate in instructional television services. Therefore, in addition to 
serving management of public* television stations and school administrators, 
this study should assist researchers in future years. 



Mfl ^ODOLOGIES ; * 

In November of 197^, each put/lie television licensee (ikl) in 

/ . * 

/ 1 
each of the , 50 atatfcs was sent a questionnaire concerning 4 

instructional television services. At that time, there were more 

w " - * - 

than 200 public television stations in t*he country but in some* 
instances, 2 orsijiore stations we^e licensed to a single licensee. 

In > those instances, only one questionnaire was s,ent to the licensee. 

j ■ -* 
< The questionnaires were fol-lowed up , approximately J> weeks later 

toy a personal telephone call to the instrtictipnal television directo s r/ 

o£ hi ^counterpart at each licensee. ^ -The telephone interviewer asked 

the respondent each of the questions. The respondent had been 'alerted 

to the telephone call and* inmost instances, was prepared to *ansver- 

the . questions with specific information. The responses were recorded 

by the telephone interviewer. In thos^ instances where the respondent 

was unable to ^providfe information, he was requested to forward it by 

v 

mail within the following week. Of the 1^1 licensees intef viewed, 118 
(8U$) provided data which are included in the results presented. in thi 
report. The responses from the remaining 23 licensees either (a) indi 
cated that they did not* provide instructional programming for grades 
K-12 (10), -or (b) provided insufficient information to be included in 
the tabulations for this. report (13). The 23 cases were dropped from 
data analysis.' However, as -a result of further follow-up with those . 
licensees who provided. insufficient data, information was finally ob- 
tained in 10 of the- 13 ,cases. "Those cases are reported "in Appendix C. 
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LIMITATIONS . , ' ; . ^ r * . - / / 

After ~the data had "been deceived' ancl analysis was b.egun-jf several , 
limitations to this study became apparent . The primary limitation, / 



afrd one which needs to'be corrected prior furtHer studie/s, de&lt 
with the terminology used in the questionnaire. Terms spch as "Formal 
Agreement", \"Informal Agreement" , "IJumber' of Schools" ^ "Pfc(imary Source 
of FUpding", ^nd others need to be clearly defined at th^| tim^\jrtien the 
•questions are a*sked; *. U * * ■ 

- Relatediyvthe categories ' identifying "type of station" were 
ambiguous in^ a ffcw instances. Some stations indicated tjfaat, although 

t . . ; i. .. * . / . . „ 

they were university based, they provided network-type services. Assigfc*-* 
ing such stations to either "Network" or "University 11, category was s'ome- 
what arbitrary, 1 bksed -upon the best judgment of the' researcher* (See 
information in Appendix B. ) - / , 

A third limitation has been the time -period over which the 

■ ' 1 ' /i 
has extended. Since the final data analysis toasL take.n place 12 months 

.*'*». • • , 

after the initial data gathering, some of the. data ma^r already be but of 
date. Even with this time lag, the data represent the most ^current 
effort 'in this area,. • 

DATA ANALYSIS - . ^ ... 

In the following section, the data are , presented in raw norm and in 
frequencies. In addition , several categories have b4en subjected to cross 
tabulation analysis. The statistical package for the social sciences 

/ 0 7 : r ' ft . 

(SPSS) was used/-for' all data analyses. . 

Frequency distributions . show the absolute and relative distribution 

/ *• * " • 

#mong the several categories (values) of each variable. 



r 



■ i ... 

Cross tabulation analysis indicates .whether or not a relationship 

exists betyeen tiie variables . The. percentages in each cell point toward - 

* 

"the 'relationship. In order to determine whether the relationship is 
statistically significant, the data were subjected to the following tests : 
chi-square, Cramer* and contingency coefficient, 

Chj^- square is a testjof significant difference. It. helps to deter- 



mine 



wheV 



her a systematic relationship exists between two varipbl 



es . Thi s 



is~~clone by computing the cell frequencies 'which would be expected if no 
relationship were present between the variables and comparing those cell 



i frequencies to the actual values f^ound in the table. If ho relationship 




exists, any deviations from the expected valifes will be small ahd^c^j^^Be^ 
reasonably v expected duetto chance,' However , T ^large deviations La high 
chi-square score) imply- that % systematic relationship of some sort exists 
between the variables. Chi-square helps to determine jjhether a relation- 
ship exists. s^It does'^not measure the strength ^of 'that -'relationship. 

Cranjer's V is a modified \ersion of phi, which measures the strength 
of a relationship. It takes on a value of 0 whe^i no relationship exists 
and a value of +1 when the variables are perfectly related. " ' 

Actual C0m^utations are provided ojnly in ii^stances^wjiere statistical 
significance was* indicated.. » , 

\E it SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The findings of ' this study are presented in detail ihj the following 
chapter. However, for the convenience of the reader, the \maj or findings , 
are summarized at this point*. '..„•' 

Most licensees provide programming for grades K-12 (99$). Fortyveight, 

4 * 1 * 

' 1 * * I 

* • . I 0 • 

percent provide college level programming in addition to "K-*12 programming* 
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If 



Most of the respondents provide additional services' besides the 
broadcasting of instructional programs.- Seventy-nine percent provide 
printed materials; 69% provide technical consultation; 63% provide utili- 
zation services; 22% provide technical maintenance. Almost^ oi^e third 
make programs available in alternative formats/ (.i«g. cassettes 'and 



films) . , . t ' \. , 

The licensees 1 relationships with the scftpols which they serve 



I 

w^ftpo 



often reflect the types of stations which they are and their primary 
sources of funding/ "Community-based licensees are deeply involved with' k 
the schools' and receive a major portion of the funding for the instruc- 
tional services from the schools. v University-based licensees receive 
less of their operating budgets from instructional programming, and there- 
fore tend to provide fewer- additional services to the schools'. - - 

Fifty-six- percent of the licensees do not ■ charge a "per student" \ 
rate or failed to report what those rates are. w . % 

The licensees indicated a wi'de range of involvement by school personnel 
in program selection and a substantial v but somewhat lower involvement in 
scheduling decisions. , - ' V * " 
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II. THE FINDINGS 



* f tfw^nty-four categorical variables' were examined during, the course 
of the study. In addition , data were, tabulated ta indicate the total 
number of school districts, schools, and students served by the instruc- 
tio^al television sefrvices of those respondents who provided such informs.- 
tion; , 1 

For the .purpQfee of this report, the data wiJ^L.be provided in two , 
st^gegjir /(a) frequency distributions , and (b) cross tabulation analyses. 



A, ' FRE6 



lY DISTRIBUTIONS' 



1. Type of.statiop 

Foua: "categories-were provided: 1 State- Network ^.University , Community 
based, School "Board. -The" frequency distribution among the four categories 
is as follows : 







< * 




• Total' Universe 
k Absolute. * Relative 
Freq. v (PCT) ; *- 


•' This 
jAbsplute' " 
Freq. 


Study- 
Relative 
(PCT) 


26 m '\ 


18.lt' 


22 


18.6 




31.9 




29.7 


\* - . 


36.9 


fitlt «• . 


37.3 - ., 


'*18, 


12.7 


. 17 


- ■ llt.lt x * 




100.0 


118 


-100.0 ^ 



CATEGORY LABEL ' 
STATE NETWORK * 

^UNIVERSITY • ' 
COMMUNITY 

•SCHOOL BOARD 

r 

,.. TOTAL 



. Table 1 > 
Frequency Distribution 
Type of Station . 
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•Note: tfhe distribution of responses -by type* of station paraldels^ 
tfr§ distribution of. the total universe of licensee^ by type 



of. station. 



2. Provides Instructional Programs' 

The respondents were asked to identify the grade levels. for which ?" 
they provide instructional programs: K K*-12, K-12 and higher, Only above 
Grade 12. (Respondents who indicated they did not provide instructional 
^programming [lO] .were dropped at this point*.) The results are as follows: 



v Absolute 
CATEGOPv l.a^L - * Freq. 


Relative 
Freq . 
(PCT) 


Yes K-3.1B*. £0 , 


50. R 


*> < t ; . . r«4P Up 57 


L r> . 3 


Only Over IP * 1 


•0.3 


, ^ TOTAL 11<J 


— * 

1Q0.0 " " 


. , ' * - Table 2 - 
Frequency Distribution - 
Provides Instructional Prog 


• 

rams * 



3. Sources of Instructional. Programs „ ■ * 

The respondents were asked to indicate -the extent to whicji they 
^ relied upon PBS and other sources for the instructional programs which* 
they provided. The overwhelming majority ( 89. 8?5 ) indicated that they - .* « w 

. V J • 

relied upon PBS and other sources. Only 1.7$ rely solely upon PBS and* 
*8.5# rely solely upon non-PBS sources. (See {Table 3 for Frequency • 
Distributions. ) - \ ' 

A further analysis of the responses to this question indicated fhat 
^ the majority of the respondents who used sources other than PBS used 
\ y/ational Instructional Television/Agency for Instructidna^l Television (NIT/AIT) 

/ * \ ■ ' . ". • * 

/ and Greatt Plains National Instructional Television Library (GPN) . Large' number 6 
A - also used Western Instructional Television «(WIT) and Eastern Educational 
Network (EEN). Many relied on other local agencies (e.g, other stations, 



State Education Department Libraries) for additional programming. 

It is ^apparent from the 1 ' responses to this' question that most * 
licensees turn to a variety of sources- for instructional programming. 
Readers who are interested in more specific information" relative to 
\ scfcrte^ of instructional programming are referred to the CPB report.' 

,.q - ^ . 

*** • * 

Public Television Program Content: 197U, 
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U, Provides Programs' in Other Formats 

One question focused bn the impact which video technology is having 

» \ 

on the ways in' which the licensees disseminate instructional programming, 

1 ' \ 

It was found that 1/3 'of the licensees are distributing programming in 

formats other than broadcast. Video cassette atfcl film account for most 



afid fi: 



of ttie alternative distribution (22,9$). .(See Appertdix D for \specific 



listings,) 



\ 



-4*- 



Absolute Relative 
Freq. ,Freq.-(PCT) 



Yes , Non-specific 
Cassette Fi !*' 



1 

07 



\ 

V 

\ 

\ 

, \ 



"lectron to 

ClTPS/CATVy 

"uT,tinlf> 

0- . 



10' 



Pr **fj itf r ny i s *. r i'-'it 1 o-» 



. ; • J , „ .. . . . 

■ - 9 - • • . ■ 

5- Agreements for Instructional Programs 
x This question provided major problems for the r^eeardh&ss .and 
the respondent.' Th^ term "Agreement" was not sufficiently def iried, 



in advance to ^cilitate valid responses. • For instance, if instruc- 
tional services were mandated by ,si ate legislation, tHe respondent \ 
might be inclined to answer "no" to the question. However, by the 
very nature of legislation y it can be maintained that ['there i<s an 
8Lgreement (mandated) between the Broadcasting ^agency p.nd the Schools. . 
Therefore, in the ^casejs where the services -were goveijned tfy .legislation, 
and/or Department" of Education agreements, it was inferred that agree- 

• . .* ' ■ \ 

ments existed between the, licensee and the schools, ^inal determination 
in instances where questions existed, fell to the best judgment of the x 
researcher. r ' .« * 

' » ,v ~ * t \ • 





$ 




Relative 
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.'. Absolute 


Freq.' 




CATEGORY LABEL 


■<,-. Freq. 


/(PCT) 




No 




* * •. 
5.1 - . . ■ 




Yes 


1-12 


oh.e - 




« 


TOTAL 118 


foo.o . '-; , 




n 


Tahlez 5 


♦ 






Frequency Dis t rlbutfi on 




Agreements f»or Instructional 


Programs 



Further analysis of the data indicated that 62 (53$) of those h^ing 
agreements Indicated that the agreements were with local districts and 30 
(25%) indicated that they w^ye with state or local departments of education. 
The remaining were unspecified. 



Formal Agreement' or Law i 
|The respondents were asked to indicate whether -they operated under 
formal agreement's or law in providing their instructional services-. Here 
again ^ .there was great deal of 'confusion over terminology. More than 
85% of ttee respondents indicated that their instructional services were 

' ' / ■ 

provided under fcjrmal agreements or under ^a §tate or local law. 

— : ■ j . ■ — 

/ % Absolute Relative" 
LABELf * FVeq. , Freq. 

•(PCT) 




No \ 17 \ ' lU . U 



Yes 10 1 . 85.6 

TOTAL 118 ioa.0 



: *\j vTtfble 6 ' t \ ■ 

C ' « Frequency DTstribution 

- - ' , , ' Formal Agreement s 

Attempts were made to analyze further the data in order to determine 
the sourqes of those formal agreements. However, because of a lack of 
precision in terminology and because of the existence of ; overlapping 
agreements further ^na^y sis yielded no additional helpful information. 



7. Number <3f School Districts Under Formal Agreements, 
The' data, in Table 7 ar^ included as estimate's provided Tjy the 
licensees. However, it must be kept "in mind that these data cannot be 
considered reliable tptals since the terminology used to describe 
"formal, agreements" mayhave been misleading to the respondents. Addi- 
tionally, many respondents were uimble to provide, specific information 
concerning numbers of school districts. 



Number Responding "None" r 2h ^ 

Estimated* Number ^of School restricts for other 9 1 * licensees 5^826, 

Tatile 7 ' 
t ! Estimated Number of Districts 
Under Formal Agreements 

"Estimates provided by licensees. ; 



\ - 11 - 

\ 8. Number of Schools Under Formal Agreement a ^ * 

V -■ 

In this category aJrso, the data tend to* be, misleading. 28.8$ of 

* . . c ■ • .... 

the respondents did jiot reply to. this question. Among those who did 
respond, there, were indicatipns of confusion concerning the number of 
school buildings. 

Again, the data are of fered as "Estimate*' figures . in the -hop a ^ 
that they may be' helpful in ^signing future studies. 



Number Not Responding ' 3^. 

Estimated* Number of Schools 'for other *8U licensees * 33,230 ^ 



Tg.ble 8 /" 
^ Estimated Number of Schools 
/ Under Formal A^Erspment 
*Estimates provided by licensees. ' ^ 



9. Number of Students Under Fopnal Agreements ; ^ 

It is with gr^at hesitation » that the researcher include^ the 
estimates of the c/imbers of, students who are under formal agreement, 

The same problems/ and liabilities which are inherent in the two previous 

r * 

tables also applv to Table '9. 



Number Not Responding ^ 29 

Estimated*Numter of Students for other 89 licensees 18,17^,367 , 

1 a Table 9 \ 

Estimated Number of Students* 

Under Formal Agreements ' 
^Estimates provided by licensees. 



Persons who might use these data Tor future reference are urg^a to 
bear in mind the limitations which have t been included in their derivation. 
^0. Grade Levels Covered Uftder Formal Agreements 
Since almost 1 A' of all respondents did not reply to the question 
concerning formal agreements, it is not surprising that dn equal number 

i.8 , 



did not reply to the question concerning *grade levels cojrered under 

*> . «■ - » . 

formal agreements. However, most of those who responded to v this 

question indicated that they provided programming from Kindergarten 

" * > ■ - ... 

through twelfth grade. Almost 10% provide college level programming 

in addition to the K-12 programming. Twelv^ licensees (.10*1$) indi- 

* ■ . ^ ■ • ' . • w 

• % 

cated that the highest level of 'programming which th^y provided was 
6th , 8th , or #th grade . w ■ ^ . 

It might be noted that there are apparent discrepancies between 
the data in Tables 2 and 10. However, a close look at*the questions 
will disclose that one question deals with the level of programs provided 
by the licensee (Table 2) and the other question deals with the-grade 
levels included under forinal agreements (Table 10 ). It would seem that j 
a subst-antial "mimbe^'of * stations provider K-12 programming out$ide the // 



. it 



Lowest Xevel 

No Answer 

Kindergarten 

First 

Highest Level 
No Answer 
6-9 

Twelfth 
College 



agreements with the schools. '» / 


s 

Absolute' 
• Freq, * 


Relative f 
Freq.. (PCtl 


* 

* 28 

; 86 


23.7 

|- . 
72.9 * ■ 



27 
12 
68 
11 



3.k 

22.51 
16.1 
57.6 
9.3 



Table 10 
Frequency Distribution 
Grade Levels Under Formal Agreements 
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11.. Inform&l Agreements 

The data indicate that most of the stations rely heavily^ upon 
formal agreements in their relationships with the schools. More than 
3 A responded that they did not have informal agreements. Most of 
those who do have informal agreements have them with local school 
districts. 

The combined number of licensees claiming to have, informal agree- 
ments (29-see Table 11) and formal agreements (101-seje Table 6) exceeds 
the total number of 1 licensees known to have agreements of any^type (112- 
see Table 5). This overlapping reflects the fact that some licensees 
function with both -formal and informal agreements. 



"v Absolute Relative* 

Preq.o' Freq . (PCT) 

None ' ■ 89 75-^ 

With'local schools ; 10 ^ '15-3 

With pother" ; 11 9 . 2 

. ' TOTAL 118 - 100.0 



% Table 11 

frequency 'Distribution 
i Informal Agreements 



12. Number of School Districts^ Schools, and Students Under. Iri- 

* formal Agreements - ' "in 

J.;; . y n 

The ctit^in this category are as questionable as the data presented 



in the parallel categories dealing with formal kgreements. However, it 
,is felt that they should be presented (with all the limitations in mind) 
in'the hope that they might be helpful in designing future studies. 



J- 
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School D}StcVct§ 
Schools 
Students^ 



Number Fiespondinfg 

21 

8 ■ r 

■ 16 



• Total *. 
1,803** 

3,5^ ,3^2** 



*E^timates provid 



■ 13. Grade Level 
An analysis of t 
provided under inform, 



Table 12 
)1 Distric 
lder Informal Agreements 



Estimated*Number ,<jj? School Districts, Sqhoo3>6 ahd Students 



d by licensees . 



**These* figures are in 
additi'on to those in 
Tables 7, 8, 9A 



Under informal Agreements ^ 
tye lowest, and, highest gifade levels oF progrf^unming 

that the distribution was 



ii agr e einent s i n di c at e d 

• . ] h • - 

similar to 'the distribution under formal agreements.. As might be 
-expected, significantly more respondents did! not answer this question %m 
since many of them do not function under informal, agreements . 

lh. Agreement Agencies" Provide Funding ... \ 

-The respondents we're_ asked whether or nipt the agencies covered 

*■ * * » ■ i ■ * 

xby formal or informal agreements provided funding for the 'instructional 

* 1* / \ 

sfer^ces. Fewer than 10% tff the respondents indicated -that they did* 

not g^^fund^g from the* agencies whiqh'they s^rve.d. Eighty-six percent 

radicated .that they did receive such funding., jSeven percent did not 

respond to the question. \ 



No * * 
Yes 
. ; Ro Answer 



Absolute \ 
Freq. 

8 

t 

102 0 

■ _JL ... 



Relative - 
Freq. (PCT) 

6.8 



-86.fr 



TOTAL 



118 



100.0 



^able lh' 
Frequenc^Distributdon 
Agency\Funding 

- \ — - 

21 , 



/ 
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15. Per Student Rates . v „ * / 

More than half of the stations did not r.espond to this question, 
many because they do* not charge a he.adcbunt "membership" fee. Of the 
52 (kk.1%) reported per student rates, 19 (37^) indicates a per student 
rate of $1.00 to $1.1*9. and 13 indicated e rate of $.50 or"ie^. 





* ' " Absolute 


Relative » 


Adjusted 




Freq. 


Freq. 
(P-CT) 


Freq . 
(PCT) 


, J \J \J J. U C u IJ 


. . 13 
* * 


■ ■ u«> 




.51 to .99 

\ ■ 

,*/■ 1^00 to 1. U9 


6 


5..1 




, . » • *■ 1-9 • . 


16.1 . 


37 

.'* 


1.50 to 1.99 


10 ,' 




19.0 


' 2.00 or More 


It " 


3. u 


.7.0 


.No Answer ^ 

^ ♦ 


'66 


55.9, 




TOTAL • '1.18 
' «f 

Table 15 


100 .0 


100 . 0 




Frequency Distribution 






Per, Student Rates 


I 

. t 1 





16. Other Sources of -Funding ■ '■ 

Ma$y public television -licensees/depend on source^gther' than fees 
° collected* from contracting agencies to support the in^^Wfonal services 
provided.. Table l6 indicates that just under half ofHSfie respondents 
reiy on various .additional sources of "funding A further analysis of 
those responses indicated that the dependence was equally distributed over 
station suppbrt , state and county sources, akd grants 



None 

Various :- 
N9 Answer 

>s . 



Absolute 
Freq . 

' 1*8 
12 



Relative 

Freq'. 

(PCT) 

, U0.7 

1*9.2' 

10.1 



'TOTAL- " : 100.0 

Table l6 
^ Frequency" Distribution 
Other Sources of Funding 
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17,. Percentage of Station Budgets ^ * . ' *' 

Instructional programming receives different priority at different 
stations. In this study/ the respondents indicated that the in'struc- 4 
tional budget represented ^between one and one hundred percent of the 
to\al station budget . While almost 1/k of the respoqdenjte did not* 
reply to this question, those who did respond indicated that instruc- 
tional services usually represented less* than 50% of the total station 
budget. Those who did not respond^most often indicated that they did not 
have access to the information or that the station budget was not broken 
down in such a way as to provide the information. 





Abs olute 

r . 


Relative- 

Freq. 

(PCT) 


Adjusted 
Freq. 

(PGT)' - ' 4 • 


1-tp 2h Percent 

0 




33.9 




- 2^5 to f*9 Percent 


28 t 


2 3.7 


31 .i 


50 to 7 1 * Percent 
15 to 100 Percent 


11 

; ' 10" 


9.3 

>* 

8.5 


12. U 

11.2 . - 


No Answer 


29 


2U.6 




TOTAL 


118 


100.0 


IQQ...0 


• 

'. , *— 


Tab Te 17 
Frequency Distribution- 
Percentage of Station /budget'. 
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IS. Prime Funding Source 

An effort was made^to categorize the licensees according to the 
% 0 

primary sources of funding for th^ir instructional services. While 

only partially successful ("due prmarLiy to a lack of precise terminology), 

the data yielded may prove helpful in future studies. <♦ - 



/ 

■/. 
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\ 



r 



Absolute 
Fr eq . 



Relative 
Freq . . • 
(PCp) c 



l/o Ansv'e r 


o 
c. 


1 7 


Legislature 


8 


6. 8 


State/DOE 

< 


25 . t 


21.2 


Loc£l ^School Distr. 


U6 ' 


39.0 


v Regional \ v 
\(e,g. IT^ Associations) 

\university 


30 


1 25. V 


\ ' \ TOTAL , 


118 


100.0 • 



\ • v ". . Table 18 . ' : - s 

\ t Frequency Dis tribut ion 

\ Primary Source of Funding for -Instructional \Services 



It can be seen -fr<5n>the categories finally chosen tnat there is 

- ■ • V: , . . ' • 7 

overlap \among the categories. For instance', the State department .of 

Educationv ultimately receiyes its funding from the legislature. For 

\ . I , ■ ■ 1 ;i - 1 , / . 

this reasofy, some pf the data are questionable and shopld be -used only 

as estimate^. ' \. " * 4 ^ J \ / 

19. Sources o\f Programming Decisions 

' A ■ 1 < ' v ■ • ■ , 

.^election^of programming to be broadcast is not/ a simple matter 
'In.the pioneerir^ dJjrs* of instructional television, /such decisions 
.might have been, delegated to an individual or an oflfice. Such is 
seldom* the case toclay. Programming decisions usually /involve large 




numbers of persons. ..functioning as individuals ot committee. 

- This stoidy sought to identify the person, office, or grou-p which 

shares the responsibility\for programming decisions wit-hin each licensee 
structure. 



9 
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Committees (Advisory , Curriculum, 
Teacher, Combinations'! 



State Personnel 

/. 

No Answer 



Absolute 
Freq. 

105 



7 
6 



1 Relatfiv 



Freq. 1 
88 



(FCT) 
9 



Total - 



118' 



100.0 



Table 19 
* Frequency Distribution 
Sources of Programming Decisions 



As can. -be seen from Table 19, an overwhelming majority of the 

# . » 

respondents indicated that the" decision making process involved combina- 
.. tions 'of persons. - Advisory committees play, a prominent * role ^n -the ? 
processl- It should be noted, however, that the ultimate responsibility 
of seeing that the regulations of the Federal* Communications Commission 
are followed remains* "the responsibility of the licensee and its d^l^gatied.; 

personnel. . # " „ 

I ' 

20. Sources of Scheduling Decisions , | 

In contrast to tfie process of program decision making, scheduling 
% decisions are ^usually centered within the structure* of the licensee 
Itself. More than "half of the respondents indicated that station personnel 
are directly responsible 'for making scheduling decisions. 



ERLC 



Statioji PersdnneT 


Absolute 
Freg- 

„ 66 - ' 


Relative 
Freq. (PCT)- 

■ 5 5 .9 


Advisory Committee 


20 


16.9 


State Personnel 


> 

ft. 


3.U 


Other (incl, combinations) 


.26 t " 


•22.0 


"No Answer-- 4 • I 




. 1.7 , ' 


• ' ' TOTAL 


118 • 


100.0 



: ' Table* 20 

Frequency Dis tribut i on 
Sources of Scheduling Decisions 
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. 21. 1 Timetable for Programming Decisions 
The respondents were asketl to indicate when final 'decisions were , 
made relative to programming for the school year (i.e. for. progrants" 0 

which would .he broadcast starting September). At most stations, those - 

' * ' * ' ' \ / ? ' \ -* / : •• 

decisiona are made well before the end of the school year", most during 

* * *»■'■ * * 

.. * * v • . 

. the^months' of March, April or May -preceding the 'broadcast date". ( 



■ » 

a * • 


— ; ~ ~* ; — . 

Abs olute 
Fr<»q. ' 


Relative 

Freq.. (PCT) " . 


\ No Answer . 


7 »* 


s-t . , ■ - 

• ; 5>9 • 


June^-AugH?t 

of. < • . 


; 16 : 


13.6 


IMarch-May * 

Dec ember- February 


70 
21 


• 59.3 ■ 

'..17.8. t 


November or. Before 


-{■ ■■ h ■ 




' . Jv .. ' ' ""'TOTAL 


"118 * ; 


*M 100 v 0 t- 








' ~ • ' . ,.. w 5>a,ble 21 , . ' — ■'' 
. - s .'•«►■ r Frequency . Distribution * r 

( Timetable y f or "Programming Decisions*. " * .* 



"22. 'Timetable for Scheduling Pecisions 

* . . - - * ■ » v . 

The 'respondents were also asked to indicate *the timetable for 

' ^ -\ — * ' - * , 

decisions relative to scheduling the programs for September 'play dates, 

Here again, most of the licensees indicated that thdse decisions were 

^ • . > ■ * * * ... 

made dtirigg March, 1 Apr iVOr May. t ' 





' Absolut^ 
Freq. 




Relatiyje 
Freq. (PCT) 

4 




No ^Answer , 


8 > .. 




6.. 8 . 


1 


June-August ' * 


IT 




Ik'.k 




jMar ch-May 


7-3 .V 




61.9 .. 




December-February 

- - ■ . * ; 
• November-Befare 


.; iV 

. 3 


\ 

■ f 


• '• ik.k- : 
' 2.5 




TOTAL 

• 0 


118 . 




1,00.-0 




.-../. • • 
. * C ' . Table 22 ° ; ^ -. 

' Frequency Distribution , ^ 
Timetable fQr Scheduling Decisions 
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23 . Utilisation Servfces ■ 

In adddtaon to broadcasting .instructional .programs , many liceii/feees 

provide additional services to the schools. Almost 2/3 preside u£iliza- 

* ' / 

tion services. Those services range from occasional contacts mth .schools 

to systematic programs of inservice education. There is no indication of 

the number of instances where utilization services not provided by a 

licensee are provided by a parallel agency such as the state 4 e P ar ^ IUe ^ 



of education, 



An attieiftpt was made^o/tietermine* the number© of persons providing # 

utilization services fc& ^ach of the licensees, Howeire^, because of the/ 

• * [ * / / .. . ' . ■ ' ' >A 

complex relationship between some licensees and theystate department hf 

< education or a un^vers^ty^ it often was not -clear whether the "Utilisation 



services are provided by the licensee ,or by some* other agency clossely 
affiliated with the licensee. This was especially true in the„ cases of 
network licensees,, some of which were actually an arm of the department 

of education. Therefore, data concerning the ll numbers of persons providing 

■ \ 

utilization services* were not tabulated. 



Yes 
No 



Absolute 
Freq. " / 

kk 



Relative j 
Freq, (PCT V 



6 \- 



/■ 



TOTAL 



118 1 



7 

37. 3 
100.0 



-*Table 2 3 
Frequency Distribution 
Utilization Services 
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/Printed Materials. • 
Morjfe than 3/U of the licensees pre/vide printed Materials for the 
instructional series which they broadcast. 




Relative\ 
Freq. (PAff) 



TOTAL 



Absolute 
Freq;* 

, ^3 
118 



T.able 2h 
Frequency Distribution 
Printed Materials 



A 



The .confusio^ surrounding specification of utilization services • 
also applied to/, the area of printed 1 materials . T&r example, vere the 
licensees to respond in the affirmative/- if printed information vas * 
provided by the state department of education or the production agency? 



/ 



.Ther>£oi^e, |o analysis vas made of the data gathered in response to the 
question Concerning the number of program series for vhich printed mate- 
rials are pi ovided.. 

y 25. ' Technical Ma/ntena'nce Services. 

Fewer than 1/U. 6f the licensees provide services • for technical 
maintenance of television equipment in the schools. 1 1 







Absolute 
Freq*. 


Relative 
Freq. (PCT) 

1 


Yes 




26 


22 .0 


No 




' 92 


78.0 - 


/ 


, TOTA^^ ^s ^* 11 8 


100.0 




/ 
/. 


Table 25 
Frequency Distribution^ 

Technical Maintenance Servi ces 




* In thoffe. instances where oucti .services are provided > they are - 

frequently related to the maintenances specialised equipment ouch 

master antenna systems or ITFS equipment..' 

*26; Technical Consultation Services % . 

«. • * ' * 

More than 2/3 of the lieenoeeQ provide technical consultation 

services. In most instances, this amounts to an engineer rercponding 

to questions received over the telephone. In a few instances, hovever, 

the^reapondent^ indicated that systematic assistance was provided to 

- ^school districts which were installing complex reception and/or distribu- 



tion systems. 




/ 



/ 



No 

t 



'TOTAL 



Absolute 
Freq . 

81 
37 



Relative 
Freq. (PCT) 



68.6" 
31. !? 



118 



100.0 



• ( Table 26 * 
Frequency Distribution 
Technical 'Consultation Services 
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CROSSTABUIATION ANALYSES ' • 

In the preceding sections, frequency distributions of the responses 
to the questionnaire were presented. In this section, ..frrosstabulation 
analyses of selected variables are presented, A total of j23 analyses 
were run. In reading the cross tabulation tables, the reader is referred 
to the key found in the uppqrr left hand* corner of each table. That key 
will serve as a reminder t^at the top numeral in each cell represents 
the absolute count for the cell; the second numeral represents the 

relative percentage within the row; the third numeral represents the 

* « 

relative percentage within the column; and the fourth numeral represents 

• " - a 

the' total percentage, which that cell represents among all the? cells in 

' \ / u 

the grid.*,, / . .. 

1. Type of station-By^Provides Instructional 
Programs. / 



. i ,t r wOkK 



COUNT 
kOW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



PkOVPbMS 



/ 



i . 



2. 



-ONlVEPSJ T Y 



LOMMUNI T Y 



' $CHOOLBOaRD_ . ' 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



YES.K-12 YtS«K<-12 YES* ONLY 
ANU WIG ABOVE. G 



2. 



13 



4 0 . * 
15.0 
7.o 


I 59.1 1 
1 ?d.b' 
1 11.0 


I 0.0 
1 0.0 
1 0.0 


14 


I 20 


I 1 


40.0 


I 57.1 


1 2.9 


23.3 


I / 3b. 1 


1 100.0 


11.9 


\ 1<»»9_ 


. I 0.8' 


24 


I 20 


I 0 


54. o 


I 45.5 


i '0.0 


4 0.0 


I 35. 1 


I 0.0 


20.3 


I * 16.9" 


"I — 0.0 




1 4 


"i 0 


7*1.5 


I 23.5 


1 0.0 


21.7 T 


I 7 .0" 


I 0.0 


1 1.0 


I ' 3.4 


1 0.0 


bO 


57 




50.8 


— " 48.3" 


~ — - 0.8 



3. 



HOW 
TOTAL 



22 
IB. 6 



35 
29.7 



Table 27 
Cross tabulation of 




Type of Station-By-Provides Instructional Programs 
This crosstabulation yielded no statistical significance, 

JO 



2. Type of Station.-By-Sources of Programming 



TYHtSTA 
NETWORK 



T COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



UNIVERSITY 



COMMUNITY 



.SCHQOLBOARU. 



1. 



2. 



3. 



4. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



SOURCtPCi 

SOLELY P PbS AND ONLY NOnT * ROW 
BS* OTHERS* -""-.PBS" "TOTAL" 



1. 



a 

CO' 
0.0 
0.0 



•■ 2 " 
5.7 
I 00.0 
1.7 

r— J- 

0.0 
0.0 

- 0.-0 

-"""o* 
o.o 

0.0" 
. 0.0 



2 

1.7 



21 
95.5 
19. b 
1 7.6 



— .28"" 
80.0 
26.4 
— 23. 

'"~40~ 

90.9 
37.7. 
~^3.'9 _ 

TtT 

lOO.d* 

"'T6V0- 
1^.4 



10ft 
89.8" 



3, 



1 

" 4.5 
10.0 
0.8 



5 

14.3 
SO.O 
_ 4.2 

4 

.9.1 
40.0 
" 3,. 4 



0 

0.0 
0 . 0 
0.0 



22 

18.6: 



-35- 

29.7 



44 
3 7.3 



17 
14.4 



118 
100.0" 



* 10 
8.5 

Table 28 
' Cros stabulati on' of 
Type of Station-By r Sources of Programming 

This analysis yielded no" statistical significance., tf-hat 

mSst of the licensees use both PBS and other sources might. 

be expected since mos't provide a variety of instructional pro- 



gramming greater than any one source has available. 
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3. Type of Station-By-OtHer Program Formats 



V 



TYHtSTA 
NETWORK 

UN I VERS I IV 

/ \ 

COMMUNITY 



COUNT \ 
HOW PCT I 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



1 



2. 



3. 



4. 



SCHOOLdOARO 



COLUMN* 
TOTAL 



OTHRFURM 

do 

10. 



. 15 
68.2 
18. fl 
12.7 



26 
74.3 
32.6 
22. 0 



i 

41.2 
8.8- 
5.* 



YES* NON- CASStTL ELECTW0N MULTIPLE 
SPECIFIfc AND FILM IC-CABL. 

20.1 21.1 • 22.1 23.1 



0 

~0T0" 
0.0 

u.o 



0 

0.0 
0 % 0 
0.0 



1 -• 

2.3 , 
100. 0 

- o.a — 



r o 
0.0 

-0 ."0" 
0.0 



4 

1BTT 

14. b 
3.4 



" J i 
20.0 
25. v 
5.9 : 



9 

20.5 
33.3 
7.6 



7 > 
41.2 

■25.y- 

5.9' 



1 

"4.5 
14. 3 
0.8 



1 

2.9 
14.3 
0.8 




17 
42 
2.5 



H0 
67.8 



1 

"0 > 8~ 



" 27 
22.9 



7 

5.9 



b6.7 
1.7 



I 

r 

I , 
I 
I 

r 
i 
i 
i 

r 
o I 
0.0. I 
0.0 I' 



1 

2.9 
33.3 
0.8 



0.-0" 



0 

0.0 

~o. <r 

0.0 - 
2 .5 - 



ROW 
TOTAL 



22 
18.6' 



" 35 
29. 7 



44 
. 37.3 



17 
14.4 



118 
100.0 



J 



, Table 29 . . 
' ' ' x CrosstaWlation of ~ . . 

Type of ' Station-By-Other Program- Formats 

This analysis yielded no statistical significance*. * How- 

ever, it "is interesting to note that almost half of the school 

board li censees», provi de programs in the cassette arid/or rilm 

formats. When added to the number of school board^ licensees 

who provide programming through electronic transmission, ttyfe 

percentage exceeds 50$. - ' * \ 
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U. Type of Station- ; By-Agreements 




■ COUN.T 
ROW^CT 

TOT PGT 



. 1 



UNIVERSITY 



2. 




COMMUNITY 



SCHQOLBOARO 



3. 



4. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



} 

I 
1 

p. 

I 

I 

T 

I 

■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•I- 



14.3 
83. 3 
4.2 



- 1 
2. J 
16.7 
0 . 8. 



0 

0.0 

0.0" 

0.0 



S Y.ES.LOCA YES* STAT 

speclfte|d-DISTRI - E*LGCAL 



20. 



-— 0" 
0.0 
OiO 
0.0- 



0 

0.0 

0.0- 
"0 . 0~ 



3 

17.6 

T0"0Y0~ 
2.5 



b 

5.1 



3 

2.5 



21. 



JL 6 
"T773 

9.7 

5.1 



13 
37.1 
21.0 
11.0 



29 
65.9 
<*6.M 
24.6- 



82.4 

-22.6" 
11.9 



62 
52.5 



' 2 



46.7 
1 1 .9 



22,9 
26. 7 
. 6.8 



a 

18.2 
26.7 
6.8' 



YEStOTHE ROW 
R TOTAL 
23. _ 



2 

T9U 
11. IL 

..l.r 



- 9 

25.7 
52.9 
7.6 



6 

13.6 
35.3 
" 5.1" 



CHI- SQUARE = 5ft.903H8 WITH Yd DEGREES OF FREEI>0 
CRAMER'S \J = 0.^079? 

CONTINGENCY COFFF TC I F NT » . ". ~ (liSllOV : 

Table 30 
♦Crosst abulation of 
-• I Type of Statidn-ByyAgreemenNt 



This analysis yielded statistical significance. However, 

* ' \ % XX 

the re'lationships-:are those, whi-ch might be expected to exist-. 





22 
"18.6 



"35 
29. 7 



44 
37.3 



' 1? 
14.4 



118 

T o-o.o 

= 0,0000 



For" instance, all the school board licensees indicated that 

they had agreements with the schools. When speo^i^ied, those 

* / ■ 

agreements were with local gchool districts. On Nttie other 

" < * 1 

hand, most of the network licensees indicated that they function 

. *- * . 

p 

under agreements (or law) at the state and local department of 
education level. ■ .. , \ 
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5. Type of Station-By- Formal Agreement 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT- 



TYPESTA 
NETWORK 

UNIVERSITY 



FORMAGRM 

I . 

INO . 
I 

I -10. 1 
T __I 



STAE LAW DOE CONT LOCAL DI OTHER (e'.g.' regional) 



CON 
23.1 
---I- 



I 
I 
I 



3. 



COMMUNIT]f 



.SCHOOLBOARD/ 



It. 



-I— 

I 
I 

i' " 
I 

.-I-- 

I 
I 

, . I 
I 

• _i— 

I 
V I 

I ■ 
-I— 



.. 21 

9/n 
11.81 

1«T, 



-I- 

101 ■ 
28.61 
5*8.81 

8.51 
1. 

31 
6.81 
17.61 

'2.51 
.; 1. 

21 

11.81 

11.81 

--r--I: 



/ RACT STR 
21.3* 22.1 
1 ...I 

31- 101 51 

13.61 1+5.51- ,22.71 

75-.0I - 1+5-5I 8.31 

■ 2.5 T * 8.5^ k.2 



01 
0.01 
0.01 
0.01 
._; — X 
' 01 
0.01 
0.01 

o.oi 

11 

5.91 
25.01 
0.81 



;i~ 
ki 
n.iti 

18.21 
3.UI 
- — I T . 

81 
18. .21 
36.lt! 
6.8! 


>0I 
0.01 
0.01 
O.OI 



COLUMN * 
TOTAL 



17 
llt.lt 



It 

3. It 



22 
18.6 



I- 

151 
lt2.9I 
25.01 

12". 71. 
1_. 

291 
65-91 
U8.3.I 

2k. 61 
I'- 
ll!. 
61t.7i 
18.31 
9.31 


60 \ 
50. '8 



2k. I. 

— 

21 

/ 9.11 
13.31 

/ 61 
17.11 
lto.oi 

; 5.11 
j., — ^1 

. , N w 
9.11 
26yri 

, I3.-31 

31 

17.61 

20.01 

2.51 
1 



1? 



ROW 
TOTAL 

•22 
l8.5 



.35 
29-7 



■ ltlt 
,37*3 



..IT 
llt.lt 



118 
100.0- 



CHI SQUARE = ltO. 11981 WITH 15 DEGREES 6F FREEDOM 

CRAMER'S V = 6.33665 , 

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.50372 / 



Table 31 

. ' Crosstabulation of f y 

Type of Station-By-Formal Agreement, 

Here again, statistical ? significance was recorded. 



12,7 

SI-QNIFICANCE O.OOQlt 



The relationships 

which account for the significance are those relationships which might be 
expected to exist. The only 'figure which might be considered at all • 
unusual is the relatively .high incidence of university stations which have- 



contracts, with local school districts. 



6. Type ovf Station-By-Inf ormal Agreements 



{ 



> 



COUNT 

ROW PCT 

.„, CQL pct 

TOT PCT 

TYPtSTA ,,/r • 

«1 . 

NETWORK 



iNf'AOKrt V 

I 

I NO _.VtS 

r 'io^i * /2o." 
■ 1 --. — ---- 1 -*---fr — 

I 'ft 3. 6 '1—7971 

I IS. 7 I >66.7 
I 11.9 I / l.Z 



UNIVERSITY 



2. 



-I 



'I 26" 1/ /""71 

I 74. J I /. 2.9 

I 29.2. I 33.3 

I 22. i) I 0..8 




' 3. 

COMMUNITY + 



-I- 



I / 3ti I 0 

I / 66.4 1 0.0 

I 7 42. 7 I 0.0 
I 32.2 — r 



SCHOOLBOaPO 



4. 



7 



•I- 



"0.0" 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



XI 1 • 0 

64. 7 J- 0.0 

12.4—T - 0T0- 

9.3 1 0.0 

•I 



89 
75.4 



WITH ST A WITH LOC OTHER 

•te/local A\. OISTR 

i — i-i 

II 4 7 

~4 . 5~ T~ 1 8 .2 
20.0 1^ 22. 



O.b 



3.4 



3 i • 4 r 
«*-6 .i ir.4 

60.0^ I 22.2 
2..S I_' 3.4 

7 0.0 I 13.6 
0.0 ' I 33.3 
I — c-5.1 



— 3 
--2TS 




~4.- 
33. 
0. 



?. 
33. 
0. 



0. 
0. 
0. 



23.1 
» — I 

1 I 
b I 
3 I 
8 I 
— I 
1 I 



ROW 
TOTALS 



1 I \ 2 
.b I "1.8. 



22 
6 



~'35 
29.7 



5, 
— 33. 

0. 



"2>, 



-2=1 
09 h 

0 I 

0 I 
0 — I 
1 

1 I 
9 I 

3 — r 

8 I 
1 

3 

5 - 



..../ 



44 
37.3 



17 
14.4 



118 
100.0 



Table /32 
^Cro's'stabul/ation of 
Type 'of Stati on-By-inf ormal Agreements 

\ : - - \ * ■ 

This anfalysis yielded no statistical 1 s ignif-tcance 





j. Type ^of Station-By-Agency Funding 



TYPESTA 
NETW0 




COUNT 
NOW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



AGENFUNO 



POW 
TOTAL" 



22 
VS. 6 



OLIVERS I TY 



XO^MUNITY- 3 * 



bCHOOLBOMRO 



Co/.ttMN. 
T 0 T A I 




Type 



Table 33 , 
x Cros s tabulati on of ~ - 
of S t at ion- By- Age ncy/. Flan ding* 



This analysis yielded no statistical significance 



*Agency with which "agreement" exists. 



( 



-"30 - 



8. Type of Stat ion-By-Per Studerit;Rate 



1 YHfcSTA 
NtTW 




Type of 
Although this ana 
cance (probably due- to 
providing adetfuat & i n forma 

n that 3 s tat ion A, tyipes (network, university, and school bpard) 
include a wide range, of student*^ g^es,.* However, the community- 
bas^d licensees are heavily cldsiered in the* $1* 00 to $1^9*9 
rate range. ■ . ^ - '* 




Type^.pf Station-By-Other Sources .of Funding 



TVPESTA 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
"COL "PCT 
TOT PCT 



"NETWORK" 



AJNI VERSrl TY 




.1- 
2. 




COMMUNITY 

/ 

OLtfOARD, 



4. 



"COLUMN 
. TOTAL 



OTHStfSFU' 
'NOME* ' 

l . ; 


* ■ 
VARIOUS* 
2. ] 


6» 

• 

NO * ANSWE 

"R " - 

[ 3.: 


WOW 
^ w n 

"""TOTAL". 
.22 


[ 10 ] 


12" ] 


[ 0 •] 


1 "45V5 J 
[ 20. a 

0.3 


b4.S J 
20.7 


r — o^o ] 
[ o . o : 


;~)' 8 - 6 T 

■ r 


t 17 •] 

[• . 48. b '.] 
\ , 3b. 4 

U j 


t ' 12/ J 

34.3 

20 .7 
i 10/2 / 


;• b<?Cf. : 


( 35 . 
29.7, 


[ ■• is ••: 
i ■ 34 . i : 

[ 31. J 


jKtA6.b/ ] 


L' • 4 
l / 9.1 
/ 33.3 ] 


44 

• ■ 37.3 


f -12.7— ; 

t 35^3 / 

[ s.i \: 


l £2.9 N 
f/l 5Yb 

lv— i-4 — 


r — 3.4 - 

l _ a : 

L t . 8.8- 


■ ■ 17 

■ / 



^8 



111 



/ 



*able 35 / 
Crosi^tabulat ipn of y fl 
Type of Stat.ion-yBy-Other Source^ of Funding 

This analysis yielded no statistical s iignif i carjce • 

Nevertheless, it is interesting to notq the high n^jnb t er of. 

univea/sity licensees (almost 50^)'whc/ indicated no other sources 

of funding. This might reflect a level o^f support .for / 



through other vehicles, or it rtjight reflect the f*ct th^t some university 

* " * 

licensees are prohibited by law or charter from seeking sources of funding 

/ ! ' i 
outside of the university . y It is a topic which deserves further attention. , 

9 . " * . 



instructional services which satisfies thyexgectatldnfe of 

the station managemeriit at university stations whereas manageni^4t 

at other types of stations feels a nee^ to increase support 



•38 



-XO. Type -of Station- By-Time-table for Program 
'Decisions • • 



TV^tSlA 
* NETWORK 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



TMtBPGM ' 

T 

I MO ANSwE 
I R 

I 1. 



UNIVERSITY 



V" i.h'mmi IN 1 T Y 



bCHOOLHOARO 



1. 



2. 



•3. 



1-3;>1QS 4-6 MOS 7-9 MOS 
WET ORE" S~ BEFORE S BEFORE 5 
I M, 3.1 A. 



0 

0 . 0" 
0.0 

0*0 



I 1 

Y* — wsr 

I 6.3 
I O.b 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 

, « 



i 
i 
i 
i 

- 1 



5" 
1 4/. * 
71.4 
! *♦ . 2'_ 

I 2* 
I 4..b 

! ^Hid 

D i . r 



i- 

I * ' ' 9 
i -?b.7 
1 56.3 
1 7.6 

i : " 4 
J. 

1 • 2bvu« 

I 3.4 



1 14 
1--63.6 

4 20*0 

1 11. V 



0 

0.0 

O.p* 

0.0 



•1< 

i , 2 
1 11.6 
-1 — 12.5" 
I 1.7 



I 16 

1 4b 

1 22-9 

1 13.6 

1 2n' 

1 63.6 

1 40.0 

1 23.7 



7 

5.9 



; 16 
13.6" 



1 / 12 
1 70.6* 

T~T7. 1 
1 10.2 

•I- 



10 OR MO 
"Rt'MOS e;- 
I 5.1 



ROW 
TOTAL" 



6 

2/. 3 
28.6 
- 5.1 



k 3 
8.6 

14. 3 
2.5 



■t 

r 
j- 
l 

• i 

i" 
i 
i 

l* 

■„„--*--- 1 



i- 

r i 
r - 4.5 

I 25.0 
I 0.-6 
I— • 
I. 2 
1 5.7 
1 50.0 
1./ 



10 
;22. I 

8.5 



2 

1 1 .8 
9.5 

U7 



. 70 
59.3 



21, 
17.8 



i 0 
I JO.O 
I 0.0 

I • o;o 
■I ; — 

l , 4 

I / 5.9 I. 
P 25*0 I 
I 0.8 1 
•I -I 

, 4- 



-3.4 



22 
18.6 



35 
29.7 



44 
37.3 



17 
14.4 



• 118 
100.0 



Table 36 
Crosstabulation of 
of Station-By-TimetatMe for Program Decisions 



Type 

i, . .. . . ... _.■ . 

This analysis 4 yielded no statistical significance. 
Although the responses from the four types of stations are 
clustered in the category labeled/'U to ,6 months before 
* September,." the . university licensees tend to lean more in the 
direction of 1 to 3. months before September while aTl other 
licensees lean more in the direction of 7 to 9 months before 
.September. This tendency becomes" even more apparent in the 
next table dealing with scheduling* • 



11, Type 'of Statio^-'By-Timetable for Scheduling/ 
'Decis ions 



TYHESTA 

■ NenrwOTKr 

/ 
/ 



COUNT 
ROVf PCT 
COL'PCT 
TOT PCT 



1. 



UNIVERSITY 



2. 



NuOWMUNlty 



SCHOOLBOARU 



3. 



4. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



T 
" I 
I 

li 
-I- 
I 
I 
1 

°-\- 
T 
I 
1 

' I 
-I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 

- 1 



"TMTHSCH 
I„ 
I NO 
IP 

I ' 1. 

'I 



'J 



ANSwE 1-1 MOS 4-6 MOS 7-9 MOS 10 
" "a E if OR t" "5""~dE K OH E" S-fiEhORE S" RE" 
2. 1 ' . . 3". I 4.1 
-- 1 — — 1 —52,-1—. 

i p '14 i. r i 



I 

4.5 

12. b 
O.b 



14.3 
62.5 
4.2 



* 2 
<».5 
25.0 

i . r- 



0.(T 
0.0 



. b. 

6.b " 



5.9 
O.b 



— itr 

2b. 6 
bb.b 
b.b 



~r 
l 
l 

-1 

T 

i 
I 
i 



-&3 - .-b~ 
1S>. 2 
11.9 



Z2T7 
29.4 
.4.2 



16- 
4b. 7 
21.9 
13.. 6 



b.b 
1 f.6 

"2.b 



<» 

9.1 
23.5 

" 3V4- 



2 

11.8 

tiyb - 

1.7 



30 
bb.2 
41. I 1 
25.4 



17 

~T<f.A~ 



1 
1 



13 

76,5 

17.. B 

11.0 
._«>-.-. 

73 
"6.1.9 



"1 
I 
1 

■I- 

I " 
I * 
I . 
I 

•r- 

1 4 .8 

r ih.^ 

I - 47.1 
I/' 6.8 

I 1 
I 5.9 
I - 5.9 
I jO . 8 

-i— -7T7 

■ 14. 4 



— 4T5~~ 
33.3 
0.6 



MO ROW 
)S" E — TOTAL" 
5.1 
— I 

1 I £2 



1 
I 
1 

=T- 
1 
I 

1* 
" I" 
-I- 

1 

-I 

I 

-I- 



2.9 
33.^ 
0.8 



18.6 



— 35~ 
29.7- 



„ 0 

o-.o 

"0.0" 



33.3* 
O.b 



3 

•2.5 



4A 
37.3 



17 
14.4 



' 118 
100.0 



Table 37 
Crosstabulation of 



Type of Station^By- Time table for Scheduling Decisions 
Although this analysis • yielded no statistical ^signifi- 



cance, th/ university li censefes^^nd to . make final scheduling 

. / ' ; . 

decisions later i^jp the process (June, *July,, or August) than 

i't . * . ' • . „ 

da licensees in* the other three categories. This., taken with 

the tendency to make later programming decisions, and the lack 

* t ** '"V * 

t { 
of initiative in seeking additional outside funding., suggests 

-that the university licensees might have characteris t i cs ^ whi ch 

f » b . 

set them aside from the o^her three types of licensees. 



TYHESTA 
NETWORK 



un I vers I 



COMMUNITY 



SCHOOL HOA"PL)_ 



COUNT I 
ROW PCT I YES 
COfPCT I 
TOT PCT I 

i j 86VV 

I 25./ 

' *I 16.1 

-I — 

1 " 17 

I 4fl.b 

I 23.0 

I 1*.'* 
-T 

I 21 

I jo 1.4 
I- <'.i6.b 

T 22. S> 
-I 

1 1 \ 

. I hU.I 

• i \h, y 

I ^;3 

' -I— — 

COLUMN i 7h 
TOTAL 62.7 



.12. Type of Staltion-By«-Utili zation Services, 
St'WVUTIL- 



NO, v 



■ 1*1 

I- 



2.1 
— 1 

3 I 



- ROW 
TOT A 



Ji 3 I 

U ,1376 — T 

3 b • B' I 
I <!.b 1 



2. 



3. 



4. 




I 
I 

'I 18 ~T""~ 35 

I 51. 4 i 29.7 

1 40.9 lv ,/ 

I lb. 3 1 ^ 

I • 17 1 




CM 1 SQUARE - 
CHAMPK'S y = 



WlTH\ -3 DEOkfcfc/ OK FREfcUOM SltiNlf ICANCE ■ 0.0399 



rt.318H2 
0.26^2 

• Talkie 38 « \ ' ). N 

/ v . Cr'osstabulation of ^ . ■ '■ 

1 ^Type of ' Station-yBy-Utili zation Services , 

This' an aly si's yielded statistical significance. The <*» 

differences between the network and university licensees seem to 

.account for that difference. Nine -out of ten network licensees 

provide utilization services whereas fewer than 5 put of 10 

- of the university licensees' provide such services. However, the 

V score indicates that the relationship is riot particularly 

11 * \ . *■ . * * - • 

strong . 



7 35 - 



/ 



13. Type of Station-By-Printed Materials 



TYPESTA 
Nt TWORK 



COUNT 
KOW PCT 
l.OL PCT 
TOT PCT 



1. 



univjerst rr 



2. 



COMMUM1TY 



3. 



4. 



SCHOOLBQARir 



COLUMN 
• TOTAL 



SFKVPWNT 
Y£S NO 

1.1 

•1- 



?. 



21 i 
95.5 T 



1 



22. b 1 4.0 
17.b * I ,. O.b 

" "T 7~~r~ "™ T b""t 
<»H^b 1 51. <♦ 
18.3 I 72.0 
14» A I 1 5.3 1 

5 1 



ROW 
TOTAL 



22 
T8.6 



— 35: 
29.7 




118 
T00.0 



:H1 SQWA»€= 27. 746 U W MM 3D.t 
CONTINGENCY Tt»FF-TCTENT^ = . ^.43g32 



Q.0000 



Table 39 
Crosstabulation-f of * , 
Type of Station-By-Printed Materials 

This analysis also yielded statistical' significance. 

Again, tlie, university licensees were responsible for .the 

differences. Only 5 out of 10 university licensees provide ; 

printed materials for the instructional program. Approximately 

9 out. of 10 other licensees provide such services. 



/ 



1 



/ 
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lU. Type of Station-ByyTechnical Maintenance 
Services 



TYffcSTA - 
NETWORK 



COUNT 
«0W PCI 
COL PCT 
TOT PCJ 



SKWVTKMN 

yes 



j UNlVE^TTY 



COMMUNITY 



SCHOOL ttOA«U 



3. 



4. 



»• COLUMN 
TOTAL 



NO 



1 .] 


2. 


TOTAL 


2 ] 

7. 7 
I./ 


1 20 
90 • 9 
t ^ 1 . 7 
1 lb.V 

1 , , 3**-. 8 
i„__27.1 


I 2? 
I — 1 B . h 


r — 
11. b 


I 35 

V W '' 


nit ■ 

4f>.2 

10.2 ~ 


I 32 
[ 72.7 
[ 34.8 

i — ?7.r~ 


1 44 
i 37.3 

* 


9 

52.9 
" 34. 6~ 

'.•<> 


1 ft 

I 47.1* 

[-' 8*7 — 

i v o.a 


J 17 
i. 14.4 

i" • -. 

1 1>I 
100. P 


26 
22.0 ' 


92 
.7»*0 • 



\ 



- v. 



CMl $OUAHE a 



I5V993H5 WITH 3 OLOWEES OK FWEEOOM SIGNIFICANCE =' 0.0011 
0.3<SA16 

Table ho 
Cross tabulation of 
Type of Station-By-Technical Maintenance Services 

This analysis yielded statistical significance. In 

this instance, the large number of school board licensees 

providing technical maintenance services accounts f v or the * 

difference. However, thf strength of the relationship is 

only moderate. 
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15. Type of Station-By-Technical Consultation 
Services * 



T Y^tST A 
NETWORK 

UNIVERSITY 

common I r y 

SCHOOl tNOAKD 



COUNT 1 
ROW WCT 
COt PCT 
TOT PCT 



SEHVTKCN 



1 . 



?. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



YES. 



NO .. 



1 . 



17 
77.3 
d\ .0 
14.4 



19 

-9.3. > 
16.1 



31 
/0.5 
3b. J 

?n.3 



14 
H?.4 
r^7.3 
11.9 



81 
68.6 



?. 



5 

22."r 
1 J.S>- 



4s>}7 
4J.2 
13.6 



>v!4 

3b. 1 
11.0 



3 

1 /.6 

2:1" 



3/ 
31.4 



HOW 
TOfAL 



2? 
"18.6 



35 
2V.7 



4<* 
1 3/.3 



17 
14.4 



118 
100.0 



Table hi 
•Crosstabulati on of 
Type of Station-By-Technical Cpnsultation Services 

This analysis yielded no statistical significance. It 

t 

is interesting to note, however, that the category of licensee 
providing the fewest consultation services is the university 
licensee. 



44 ' 
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17. Agreements-By-Frime Funding Source 



AGWMNTS 

yes 



COUNT 
HOW PCT 
COt PCT 
TOT PCT 



1-0. 



20. 



21.S 

Y£SfLOC&l OISTPI 



/ , 2y. 

y£S f S T A Tt *LOC A|. 



YtSf OTHEH 



COLUMN 
TOT A. i 



PWlMf'USC ' ; 

NO AN S VIE Lt 01 SLAT ST AT t 00 LOCAL Sp WEOIpNAL ,UNl VfcHSl WOW 
o -liar - -ft HOOLS AOENCIE TY _ TUIAL 



"URE 
1.1 "2- 



2 

~33V3 
1 0 0 . 0 



0 

O'.O." 

0.0 

0.0 



0 I 

0.0 I 

O.O I 

0.0 I 



• 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

o.u 

O.u 
0.0 



, 1 

l.to 
12. b 
O.H 



u 

0.0 

0.0' 
O.u 



7 

23. 3 
M7.S 
5.9 



') 1 0 

O.J 1 'o.o 

o.u i o.o 

O.u 1 u.u 



2 

I .7 



3 

b.ft 



3. 



0 

o.o 

O'.O 



1 

j y. j 

4.0 
O.M 



4 

b.b 
lb. (I 
3.4 



1 1 
bb.V 
bH.O 
14.4 



3 

1 7.b 
1^.0 
V.5 



4. 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0- 



1 

33.3 
2.2 
Q.H 



S. 



* 0 
0.0 
O.U 
O.U 



40 
64. b 
Hf.O 
33.9 



2 

6.7 

4 
1 



.7 y 



3 

1 /.b 
b.b 
?.5 



1 

33.3 
14.3 
O.f 

I - 

I . 4 
i. b.b 
I 57. 1 
I . 3.4 

ly^^o ... 

0.0 
0.0 

o.u 

i 

I . 2 

I 1 1.8 
i i^O.b 

I ) .7 ' 



7. 



4 

66.7 
13.3 

3.4 




9 

52.9 
30 . U 
/.b 



?5 

^1.2 



, 46 
39.0 



7 

5.9 



30 
25.* 



CM 1 SQUAPF = 



ITm J>U UtOf*tf-.S OH h*FtOOM ' SlOMTHCANCE = 0.0 



6 

5.1 




30 
25.4 



17 

14.4 



118 

100-.0 



'. Table 42 

, Crosst^bulation of * ^. 
Agreements -By- Prime Funding Source 

*This analysis yielded statistical significance. However, 

all of the relationships were to be expected. For instance, 

it is expected that licensees which derive primary funding from 

local schools also have agreements with the .local school dis- 

* 

tricts. Those which derive primary funding from the state ^ 
department of education also .Have agreements' with that agency. 
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18. , Agreements-By-Utilization Services 



\ 

AGRMNTS 
NO 

YtS 
YdStLOCAL 



COUNT 
ROW RCT 
COl. PCT 
TOT PCT 



' SEWVUT IL 



1 0. 



20, 



21 . 
DlSTkl 



" 22. 
YtS»STATt*LOCA». 



YES'.OTHITR 



23^ 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



YFS" 



NO 



1. 



. I 
16.'/. 
\.+ 

O.ri 



3 

100.0 
2.b 



AO 
64. b 
54.1 
33.9 ~ 



20 - 
66.7 
27.0— 
• 16.9 

"To"" 

58. H— 
13. b 

H.« b 



7* 
62. /. 



?. 



Ns.3 
11. 4>. 



0 

O.Oi 
0.0 1 
0.0 



22 
35.5 
50.0 
"18.6" 



10 
33.3 
"22.7" 
8.5 

T 
AT. 2 
15.9 
5.V 



ROW • 
TOTAL 



6 



- - -^4- 
37.3 



- 3 
2.5 



62 
52.5 



30 
25. ^ 



17 
14.4" 



-~ n8 
100.0 



Table 43 
Crosstabulation of 
Agreements-By-Utilization Services 



This analysis yielded no statistical significance 



- 40 - 



19. Agreements-By-Printed Mate'rials 
SERVPRNT 
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I 


6 
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I 
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9.*3 


I 
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25 


TOTAL 




78.8 




21.2 



Table 44 
Crosstabulation of 
Agreements-By-Printed Materials 



ROW 
TOTAL 



.1 



3 
.5 



62 
52.5 



30 
25-. k 



17 
lU.U 



118 
100.0 



t 

l 



This analysis yielded no statistical significance. 
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Percentage of^Station BudgetABy-Type of Statipn 




NO AN&WFft 

J" 



LlA SiMi 
['Hi I 



118 
lOO'.U 



Table 

C^osstabulation of 
Percentage 'of Station Budget-By-Type of Station* 

This analysis yielded no statistical significance; However, it is 

interesting to note that approximately the same percentage {23%) of 

\ 

respondents at each type of station ^as unable to provide the budget 

' \ ■ • ' ^ 

information in response to this question. 
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• - 42 - 1 4 / y m 

"21. Percentage of Station Budget^By-Per Student Rate ' 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



2.00 OR 
MORE 
I 5. 



NO ANSWE 



PCSTABDG 



1 TO 2h PCJT. ' 



25 TO h9 PCT. 



50 TO Th PCT 



75 TO 10P PCT 



NO ANSWER 




2 


I 


h 


I 


2 


I 


2 


"I 


l 


I 


1ft 


6.9 


I 


13.8 


I 


6.9 


I 


6.9 


I 


3.U- 


I 


62.1 


15. U 


I . 


66.7 


I 


10.5- 


I 


20\0 


I 


25-0 


I 


27.3 


■ 1.7 


I 


3.U 


I 


1.7 


i' 


1.7 


I 


0.8 


I 


15.3, 























COLUMN 
TOTAL 



13 6 19 

11.0 5-1 16.1 



10 
8.5 



k 

,3.!» 



55-9 



; . Table H6 , • ' 

Crosstabulation of 
Percentage of Station Budget-By-Per Student Rate 

This analysis yielded no statistical significance. It seems to indicate 

that there is. no direct .relationship between how much a station spends on 

instructionaL programming and the rate charged to constituent schools. ' 



ROW 
TOTAL 



UO 
33.9 



28 
23.7 



11 
9-3 



10 
8.5 



29 
2U t 6 



118 
100.0 
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22. PrlmS Funding Source-^y-Pej Student Plate * 
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I .50 OW I. .Si lu . i.00 TU l.bO TO 4 .00*. OR " NO ANSWE 
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Tab l'e 47 /• 
■ i . Crosstabulaticm 
Prime Funding Source-By-Per 



I 

i \76 

1 2b 

I It? 



■I- 
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I 39 
1 lb. 



19 
.u 
.e 

. 1 



I 
I 
I 

I 

1 

lb I 



*1- 
. J 

u 3 



of 
Student 



Rate 



This analysis yielded no statistical s 



igni^/i cance . 



WOW 
TOTAL 



2 



. 8 
„6.H 



25 
21.2 



46 
39.0 



7 

b.9 



* 30 
2b. 4 



lit* 

ioV. o 



23. Prime Funding Source-By-Type of Station 

I Y sT£ ~*~ 



NO* ANSWER 



T«it V«. f i J#I 
I. i ; J i ^ 1. 



SI A IK QOE 
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Table 43 
Cro&st abulation j6f 



\ 




Prime ^Funding Source-By-Type o|/St?ation 
This analysis' yielde/fl statistical sigjarif i carice . However, • 
the relationships were /y/ be expected. For inst/ance, univer- 
sity "stations might-have been expected to receive the bulk j 
of their funding f<rom a university budget . Community stations 
might be expected to receive most of their funds foV instruc- t 
tionaL services from the local schools. Network stations might 
be expected to receive most of their funding from the legisla- 
ture or the state department of education. 
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24. Type of Station-By-Source' of Scheduling ttecisions 



COUNT I / 

ROW PCTJNETWORK UHtVtRSl COMNyJNIT SCHOOLBp ROW 

XOL" PC T I — TT* Y I ARD \ TOTAL" 



TYPES FA 



SCSCHDCS 



TOT PCT I 
■I 

1. I 

FIELD CONSUL TAT I I 21.7 

. . , I Bib 

' -I 

ADMINISTRATIVE D I 17.1 




Table 49 
Cross tabulation of . 
>e of Station-By-Source of Scheduling Decisions 



\ 



s 



For the purposes of this, analysis,, the sources of scheduling decisions 
were identified as those involving field consultation (e^g* advisory com- 
jnittees^ind combined, sources of input) and those which represented primarily 
administrative decisions (e.g. station personnel, state department of 



education personnel)/. The analysis yielded no Statistical significance. 
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V 



2S\. Type of Station-By-Source of Programming Decisions 
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CHI SQUARE = \ 
CRAMER^S, V * \ 



13.38792 WiTh , 6 UEbKtE!£ OP t rtEEUUM 
0.23B18' 



SIGNIFICANCE 
* 

Table 50 \ # " I 

/ " v Crosstabulation of v 

Type of Station-By-Source of Programming Decisions 



= 0.0J73 



For the purpose of this analysis, \the sources df programming decisions; 



were identified as tho£e involving field consultation (e.g. advisory com- 
mittees, combined sources of input) and those which represented 1 primarily- 
administrative decisions (e.'g. statioti personnel, state department of 
education personnel) , . Unlike the preceding analysis, this crosstabulation 
yielded st^atflstxcal significance. Although the numbers in the cells are 
low, the only licensees which indicated one-sided administrative decisions 
regarding programming were network and university licensees. 



This is a question which deserves further attention. Nevertheless, it 
is clear that the overwhelming majority of each type of licensee relies 
•heavily on input : from users in making programming decisions. 
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III. CONCLUSIONS AND, RECOMMENDATIONS 

It was mentioned in the Introduction that this is viewed as .an initial 
study of instructional television- serviced in the United States-. As such, it 
might raise many questions. If such is the $ase," it is hoped that in Raising 
the questions the data reported herein will a]^o provide direction for future, 
studies which might seek answers for those questions. . *' 

One hundred forty-rone licensees were contacted, Usable re^potfses were 
obtained f ram -128 4 licensees (9p$) . Ten of the usable. responses (i%\ were from 
stations which -do not provide ;ITV programming. \The remaining stations (ll8) > • 
made up the population of this? study. . m 

Most (99%) provide programming fqr"grg.de levels K-12. Some (k&%) provide 

college level programs in addition to K-12 programs. Only a few indicated that 

■ * ■ ■ / ' • * 

their programming was aimed at a grade level span of less th,an K-12. - ; 

All of the respondents" provide som$ additional services besides broadcast- 

ft ■ \ * ■ fl- 

ing the instructional programs. Most (19%) provide printed materials for -the 

seM^ls wh#ch they broaqLca§t. A large number (63%) provide utilization services 

<■•■.'„■ < * 

and technical consultation (69%)* A few (22%) provide technical maintenance 

services." Several (32$) tnake programs available in alternative formats . 

" ■ ■ ■ ./ * ' . * ■ 

(cassetted, t films, etc. ) . - > , 

The majority of the licensees provide K-12 programming and reach 'out to 

a variety of sources for programs. Ninety-one percent use PBS programs. 

Ninety-eight percent use other Sources such as Agency for Instructional' 

Television, 'Great Plains National and regional network sources. 



The licensees 1 relationships vith the schools Vhich. they^se^ve ark 
somewhat proscribed by the type^i of stations which they are and their primary 
isources of funding. As might he expected, community-based licensees 7 are 

; , « • ' / 

deeply involved with/ the schools and receive a major portion of'tfyeir funding 
from the schools.- /(jn$versity-based licensees /receive less of their operating 
budget from the instructional programming which they provide tb the schools • t 
and^ therefore, ^tend to/ provide fever additional serviees to the schools. In 
this study, la^ta were ^oo scattered to determine patterns iQ the relationship* 
Howeyer, 6uch pattern^ might become a topic for additional study. 

Most o^* the licensees (86$) operate uhder legislative *lnandate^ or formal 

' ; / ■ I. 3 ' 

agreement^ with the schools. Only 25% have informal^ agreements |d.th the 

it M ' 6 '" * A - 

school^ Jlsome in addition to formal agreements). . ,; • - '""~*>. 

Mop^twan half of the^licensees do> notr charge* "per student rates" or 



failed/ to report>^jhat -those rates ai*e. ^ • • fc 

The licensees indicate, a vide range* of involvement by school -personnel 
in program .selection and a substantial but somewhat lowei* 'involvement in 
scheduling decisions." Programming, and scheduling decisions at most ^tation^ 
are! ma^e between March and May. ■■ V • • 

* 1 ■ ■ * , . . 

j Cross tabulation analyses indicated that university licensees might have 
characteristics which make them uniquely different from the other types of 
ljlcensfiew. Those differences are manifest in a -lower, i$cid§nce of outside 
support iftir instructional programming, later decisions relative to program 



selection < anH scheduling, and a tendency to provdde fever "additional" 
services. University licensee^^^^^r^^to rely mdre on nbn-PBS sources 
than do other types^of^Ticensees,. 
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Perhaps more important than the facts learned in this* study is the 

• experience gained with the methodology. Future studies can- "benefit greatly 

. ' ■'. ' ■ " - • * • 

fronTthese experiences. % . 

This study has' shown that a periojdic pational study of the status of 
instructional televiShif^ services in the United States is feasible. Future studies 
must incorporate the following important change: terminology must he Clear. 
Definitions must include at least the fallowing termfer agreements (What are 
the .parameters for formal and informal agreements? 'Does legislation auto- 
matically ^mply agreement'? 'Does agreement with the state department of 
^education automatically imply agreement" with local school districts?}, school 

districts and buildings (Only piffle schools or private and parochial schools 

V . - * s 

also? How are educational "campuses" interpreted?), primary fjinding source 

(What are, the criteria Tor making determinations?^, persons involved in 

additional services (Only tho^e on the payroll of the licensee^ Full time or 

pq.rt time?), percentage of station budget (What criteria for computing?), 

^ sourci&s of,-programmitfg (Distributor? 'Producer?), 

^\ Based on the findings "and interpretations** in this study, the following, 

recommendations are'made: . 4* 

1. A ^t*vey such as this should be conducted on a, bi-annual basis. Use 

of a standard format will permit .the development of a longitudinal 

; data bank. In future years, a mail survey will probably suffice," 

with "telephone follow up onjy to those licensees who do not respond 

within three weeks. . 

f 2. Future studies (sucja as this and others) should include questions 

which examine crucial issues concerning instructional 'television. 
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For instance, A 

-What im pact is instructional television (utilization) having in elasqrooms? 

-Are the services provided tied to the number of students served? 

-Should PBS/CPB assist in identifying and providing liaison with, other sources 
of pfogramming? If so, hov? 

-How important are the "additional sferviees" provided by the licensees? 

-What determines the number of personnel providing additional services?* 

-What impact is nev technology (e.g. 'CATV, ITFS, cassettes) having on the 
services provided by the licensees? * •% 

Further studies should probe the apparent .differences betveen university 

licensees and the other types* Are the differences real? What are the 

- ■ \ 

-implications for instructional programming? What impact dbes this have 6n 

the schools being ser # ved? 

„This study should be shared with station management, sctiool administrators, 
education department personnel and other interested parties. ,Their input for 
the design of future studies should be sought systematically. 



APPENDIX A 
SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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' 1 



.Jo.-..-! r : 'jur c ur 1 1 O'is r.^v t*oi' :,n;»ly '>rr*c i so I v to your situ- 
ation, or cover your situation adequately. Hopefully, you can 
i olp us ov«;- roopu'! any imorrci , i^.n.. In vldltlcr, we don't 
w.'»ot to (.'cnand too much of " your tine ,ickJ effort. So, financial 
r'.Tto can rr.tlmtes to the 'nearest ^1000, and answers to 
qucii 1 1 c\z 11 and 15l> should.be the nost p rep I se, es 1 1 mates 
yot. ( c;;r. noUc v/M:hout putting In or great deal of' tine and 
of fort-. 

1. Is your station providing programming that Is meant to 
he used Jn.tfie classroom? (check one answer) 
• 

( ) A -- yes> service for K-12 grades 1 
( ) B --*yes/ K-12 and higher levels 
( ) C yes, only above grade 12 
( ) $ — no (do ri^Qt continue wl,th the* quest Ions 
* If yf$u do not provide any .such services) 

• •♦THE REST OF THE QUESTIONS REFER ONLY TO K-12 SERVICES*** 

2 i What Is the source of these programs? , 

, ( ) A — solely P^S material 

( )*B — PBS material and material from other sources 
( ) C — only non-PBS material 

If- (b) or (*c), please Identify your non-PBS programming * 
s sources . . • 



3. Are you providing classroom programs In a format other 
than open-circuit broadcast? (E.g./ f I lrn, cassette, JTFS) 

( ) No 

( ) Yes please explain 



k. You said . that your station df>e ft s provide programming that 
is me^nt for classroom use. Are there el ther' formal or 
* Informal Agreements about this programming service be- 
fi tween the station and any agencies that administer or 
support the schools? 

M ( ) No (skip to question #10) 
f ( ) Yes 

If yes, what kind of a'gencles are they? (F.g., a single 
schtidl district* 'multiple school di str lets, <>tate- agencies, 
Individual schdols) Use the back of this sheet If needed. 
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5. Is there any fdrral ^r^er-cnt, like a contracts with 
any such agency? Or do you operate under a state or 
local law? 

r- 

( ) No — sklp*to question *7 V 

\f yes^ please describe each of these relationships, 



6a. How many sfchool districts do you serve under all such, 
^agreements? ; « . 



b. How many schools and students does this Include? 
schools • 

students » .. \ 



c. Which grade levels are covered by such agreements? 



7. Do Informal agreements exlft with any educational agency, * 
\ I ke verbal agreements or Informal requests for p-rograms? 

^ ( ) No — skip to question *9 

( ) Yes - • 

If yes, please describe each of these Infc^al 
, relationships. 



* - 



8a. How many school districts areunder any Informal agreement? 
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b. Hmimsny schools and students does. this Include? 
schools. 



students. 



c. Which grade levels arp covered by Informal agr r e««ents? 




9. Does the agency (agencies) discussed In questions 5-^8 
provide^ funding for>your station's classroom service? 

( ) No — skip to questjpn #10 
( ) Yes . 

ji. If^es/ what Is the amount?. . 



». If tl 



there Is a per-student rate/ v/hat Is It?. 



c. If not # how Is the amount of ftindlng. determined? 



10. Are there any other sources *of funds for support of your 
'service to the schools? * 

Station dollars framount) 

« % Outside dollars 1 (amounts and sources) 



11. Roughly, v/hat percentage of all station ooeratlrrg 
funds Is represented by the total budget^ for your 
service to the schools? 



/ < . . 

12. How does your station decide which prog ramming will 

be a part of your/service to the schools? Please Iden-tlfy 
the roles .that var ious, groups play (e.g. t curriculum 
commltteei> advisory groups, teacher evaluations/ etc^)/ 
and be as descriptive as possible.. 



13. V/ho determines the placement of classroom programs' r 
within the broadcast schedule? How Is. this done? 

' ; . . <t 

\ J • ■ j 

*» „ \ 

11*. V/hen are these decisions made*? 



15. Are there any of the fol-lowlng additional services prcfc' 
vlded to schools along with your classroom programs? 

; a. utl 1 Izatlon personnel ? ( ) Yes ( ) No 
If yes ( I ) how many personnel?. 



(II) v/ho provides the funds? 

" ■ ■ . ' ' • \ ' • 

b. print materials? ( ) Yes ( ) No \ 

If yes (I) for about how many different program series 

, 9 per year? a ■ - 

(Il)'who provides the funds? " -' • 

c. technical maintenance? ( ) Yes ( ) Mo 

If yes, (I) number of p,edple on maintenance staff 

(II) who provides the funds? 



d. technical consultation? ( ) Yes ( () Mo 

If yes, (1) number -of people Involved 

(II) who provides the furids? y , - , 
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APPENDIX B 



LICENSEESv INCLUDED IN DATA ANALYSES 
(Alpfe^etically fcy^State) 



"1 
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TYPE 



LICENSEE 



TYPE 



LICENSEE" ' 



Network 
University 

University^ 

University 

Network 

Gommuni'tv 
ommunity 

School Board 

Community 

Community 

University 

University 

Community 

School Board 

School. Board 

University 

Network 

University 

Community 

School Board 

Community 

Community 

University 

Network 

School "Board 

Network 

University 

universally' 

University 

Community 

University 

Cb'mmunity 

University 

Network 

Community 

Network 

School, Board 
Network 

Network s 
University 
Community- 
University 

University 
University 
Community; 
School BoArd 
Community \ 
Community \ 
Community 
Community 
School Board 
Network -> 



Alabama etv . 

KUAC FAIRBANKS "' 
KAET TEMPE ARIZ 
KUAT TUCSON ARIZ 

ARKANSAS ETV„. . 

KEET EUREKA CAIT^ 
KCET LOS ANGELS CAL 
KLCS LOS ANGELS CAL 

KUE_Rt DOING. CAL .... 

KVIE SACRAMENTO CAL 
KVCR SN bERNDNQ CAL 
KPBS SN DIEGO CAL 
KQED_.SN_E.RNCSCO. CAL^_ 
KTEH SAN JOSE, CAL 
KRMA OENVER COL 
KTSC PUEBLO COL • 

CONNECT I CUL E IV 

WUFT GNSVL FLA 
WJCT JKSNVL FLA 
WTHS-WSEC MIAMI 

WMFE ORLANDO. FLA 

WEOU; TAMPA FLA 

WGIV ATHENS GA '• 

GEORGIA ETV 

WETV ATLANTA GA ... 

HAWAII ETV , • 

KAIO BOISE 10 

KUID MOSCOW- 10 

KbGL POCATLO ID . . 

W$IU-WUSI CRBNDL IL 
WTTW CHICAGO IL 
WILL URBANA ILL . 
WNIN EVANSVILLE IND 
WVVT VINCENNES I NO 
IOWA ETV 0 - - ' 
KPTS WICHITA KAN 
KENTUCKY ETV 
WKPC LOUIS.VILLE KY 
MAINE tTV - 
MARYLAND ETV .„ J- .... 

v W6VC ALLNDLE MICH 
X WTVS Dt TROI I MICH 
WNPB MARQUETTE MICH 
WCMU MT PLEASANT MICH 
WUCM UNIV CTR MICH 
KWCM/SlPPLETON MINN 
•KAVTv AtlSTJ N MINN 
WDSE DULUTH MINN. 
KTCA-K1CI ST PAUL MN 
KCPT KANSAS CTY M o 0 - 
KETC ST LOUIS MO^ 
KLVX LAS VEGAS NEV „ 
NEW HAMPSHIRE ETV 



Network 

University 

School Board 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Community* 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Community 

School Board 

Community 

University 

University • 

Community 

Community 

University 

Network a 

School Board 

University 

Community 

Network 

Network 

Community 

Cormrfuni ty 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Communi ty 

University 

Network 

Network 
University 

Network, 

Network " 

Community 

School Board 

Community 

Community 1 

Community 

University 

University 

Network 

Communi ty 

Communi ty 

School Board., 

Community. 

Community 

s'cTiooOoard 
School Board 
School Board 



NEW JERSEY ETV 
KNME ALBUQUtROUt KV • 
WNYE BROOKLYN NY 
WNED BUFFALO NY 
WSKG BIN3HAMT0N NY 
WLIW X3ARDEN CITY NY 
WCNY LIVERPOOL NY 
WNET NEW YORK NY 
WXXI ROCHESTER NY 
WMHT SCHENECTADY NY 
WMPE-WNP1 WATPTWN NY 
WTVI CHARLOTTE NC 
NORTH DAKOTA ETV ,.„•' 
WOUo ATHENS" OHIO ■ 
WBGU BOWLING GRN OH 
WCET CINCINNATI -OHIO 
WVIZ CLEVELAND OHIO 
WOSU COLUMBUS OHIO 
WNEO KENT OHIO. 
WGSF NEWARK OHIO 
WMUB OXFORD OHIO 
WGTE TOLEDO OHIO . 
KOKH-KETA OKLAHOMA 
OREGON ETV 

WLVT BETHLEHEM PA * 
WOLN" ERIE PA . 
WITF HERSHEY PA • 
WHYY PHILADELPHIA PA 
WQED PITTSBURGH PA 
WVIA PITTSTON PA* 
WPSX ST COLLEGE PA 
WSBE PROVIDENCE* R I 
SOUTH CAROLINA ETV 
KESD BROOKINGS SD 
WTCI" CHATTANOOGA TEN 
WSJK KNOXVILLE TENN. 
WKNQ MEMPHIS TENN 
WDCN- NASHVILLE TtNN 
KLRN AUSTIN TEX .. 
KEDT CORPUS CRSTI TX 
KERA DALLAS TEX 
KjHT HOUSTON. TEX * 
KUED SLT'LK CTY UTAH* 
VERMONT ETV . 
WNVT ANNANDALE VA 
WVPT HARRISONBURG VA 
WHRD NORFOLK VA 
WCVE-WCVN RICHMND VA 
WuRA-WSVN ROANOKfe VA 
KCTS SEATTLE WASH ; 
KSPS SPOKANE WASH 
KPEC TCMA-LKLD WASH 
KTPS TACOMA WASH 
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School Board 

Netwqrk 
Network 
University 
Network 
University 
University 
University 0 
•University 
University 
University 
Communi ty 



KYVE YAKIMA WASH . .. 
WSWP" BECKLEY" W VA 
WMUL .HUNTINGTON W VA 
WWVU, Mb^GANTOWN W VA 
WPNE GREtN BAY wISC _ 
WHA MADISON WlSC 
WMVS-WMVP MLWKEt WIS 
KCSM SANMATEO CALIF 

KT XT LUbbOCK TEX .. 

KB YO PkOVO UT/AM 
WTlW bLOOMlNoTON IND 
WNIT ELKHART IND 
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APPEBDXX D 

LIC]9lSEES WHO DISTRIBUTE IN OTHER FORMATS 
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The question was raised concerning altern&tive means of distributing 
' ITV programs.* ' The information 'provided below indicates that a Sizeable 
number of licensees &re becoming involvedy at Ijeast in some r limitqd way, 
in alternative iistributipn formats. . \ ' * . 



\ 



A\ Cassette and/oi^fj 
' \ ■ Ltgensee 

Maryland ETV 
New Jersey ETV, 
WSJK-Knoxvill/^- Terih. 
WPKE-Green Bfey, Wise. 
KRMA-Denver „ Colo. 

4 WETV-Atlanta^ Ga. 

/ 

r KAVT-Austin, Minn. 

KLVX-Las Vejgas, Nev. 
* vmtE-Brooklyn, N/Y. 

WTVI-Charlotte>, N.C. ♦ 
> KPEC-Lakeland, Wash. 

WCMU-Mt. Pleasant, Micljt. 

KETC-St\ Louis, Mo. J 

WBGU-Bowling Green, Ohio 
* " WHA-Madisod, Wise. 

WOUB- Athens, Ohio 

WPSX-St.. College/, Pa.. 

- * ' / - 
WWVU-Morgantown* W.'Va. 



Tjr^e 

Hfetwork 

f 

p Netwc^k 
Network 



Nietwork 
School Board 
School Board 
School Board 
School Board 
School Board 
School yBoard 
School Board- 
University * 
University 
^ University 
, University 
University. 
University 
University 
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Licensee 



i: .^^Jacksonville, Fla, 
WMFE-Orlanda , Fla, 

i 

r • 

K3£rC-St, Louis, Mo. 

WCET-Cincinnati , Ohio 

WVIZ-cieveiand, Ohio 
+ WLVT-Bethlehem, Pa, 
^ WQLN-^Erie,' Pa, 

WNVT-Annandale, Va, 

WVPT-Harrisohburg^ Va, 
B. Electronic Distribution (.CATV and/or ITFS) 

Licensed 



) 



\ 



Community 
Community 
Community 
Community 
Community 
Community 
Community 
Community 
Community 



Oregon. Efv 
WTHS-Miami, Fla, 
KSPS-Spokane, Wasli, 
KTPS-Tacoma, Wash, 
WILL-Urban^ 111 . \ 
KLRN-Austin, Tex,, 
WCVE-Richmond, .Va. 
WVIZ-Cl«vel.and, Ohio 

Combinations oi . Alternative^ Distribution 
Licensee . 
87 South Carolina ETV 

2k Georgia ETV * . *"■ . 

3 KAET-Tempe , Ariz. 



Network 
School Board 
School Board" 
School Board 



University 
Community 
Community 
Community f 
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